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t i n  

culprit.' Indwd, thc FC'C' spccifically identifies the overly manual 
nature ot' cxisting hot cut proccssc3 as thc primary obstacle to 
sufficient scalability, sufficimt reliability relative to servicc 
quality, and affordability. As such, in an effort to improve upon 
the cxisting procms. thc Commission's chief objwtive in this case 
should hc to cncncourage a hot cut process that removes, to the 
utmost extent possible, manual intcrvention. 

Limitations on - Order T i p 2  

(2) Through MCl's participation in the Qwcst Batch Hot Cut Forum, it 
has become clear that the final proposal Qwest intends to submit 
with its tcstimony in this proceeding will exclude some very 
important order typc?;. Thus, while Qwcst propscs  to improve its 
hot cut processes i t  doc3 not intend to make those improvcd 
processes available to some of  the most important order types 
required by CLECs. For example, it appears that Qwest will 
exclude any order that would require a hot cut ( i )  ftom one UNE-L 
CLEC to another, (ii) for a loop over which a customer's data 
service is being provided, even if the customer's voicc service 
relies upon the same loop, (iii) to an Enhanced Extended Link 
("EEL") and then to a collocation in a second central office so that 
a carrier can xrvc customas from a central otlice whme it has no 
collocation arrmngcments, (iv) for loops served over integrated 
digital loop carrier ("IDLC") systems, and (v) customcm with line 
splitting. These types of exclusions will vitiate the benefits of the 
improved proccss. 

____-- Efficient and Cost-Based 

(3) 'The FCC specifically identified the current non-rwurring rates 
associatcd with hot cuts as P major factor in its finding of 
impairment.' Likewise, it directed state commissions to remscss 
hot cut rates hasd upon its TELRIC rules and to examine 
efficiencies that might bc: gaimd by offering hot cuts in a "batch."' 
To this point, Qwcst has providcd no cost information or a rate 
proposal relatcd to  its iinprovcd hot cut prcxesses. As such, little 
can be said about Qwest's propsal in this regard except that 
CLECs will have very limited time to review it. Nondhelms, the 
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IS1 rates associtited with any prwcss ultimately approvcd by the 
I52 
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161 
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164 
I65 
166 

Commission will be ot' paramount importance. One of the primary 
benefits of the UNE-plattbnn ("UNE-P") is that CLECs can 
acquire customers in a low cost fashion givm the relatively 
ef'ficient nature of the process. If an improved hot cut process is  
meant to clevate LINE-L to an opcrrational level sufficient to 
replace UNE-P for purposes of mass market service delivery. the 
rates for a hot cut must hc highly comparable to thosc available 
undcr UNE-P today (and as such, the process must be of 
comparable efticicncy). 

Scala b m  

(4) The FC(3 has tasked this Cornmission with approving an impmved 
hot cut proccss within a 9 inonth timctkatnt. Qwcst, in hopes of 
convincing this Commission that its new process will overcome 

167 impairment so that it no longer must unbundle its local switching 
I68 
169 
170 
171 
I72 
I73 
I74 
I75 
176 
I77 
17X 
I79 
I XO 
I R I  
I R2 
1 U3 

facilitics, has conceptualized an improved process it will ask this 
Commission to approve. Part and parcel of Qwest's new proccss 
will be dramatic system enhancements, re-designed process 
engineering and a mmmitment to meet CLEC demands for cuts 
(meant to provide the necessary scalability for Qwest's largely 
manual process) hut only tho.% hot cuts ncgotiated and agreed to as 
part of the "transition plan," despite the fact that that planning 
process remains a mystery. The Cornmission must bear in mind 
that none of Qwest's proposed improvements have becn tcstcd: 
indecd, none of them have cvcn been designed let alonc 
construc?d at this point. As such, even if MCI agrecd with 
Qwest's proposed processes verbatim (which it does not), MCI 
would still have major concerns rcgarding Qwest's ability (or its 
incentive) to effectively follow through on a proposal constructed 
primarily of promises. As such, the munner by which m y  process 
ultimately approved hy the Cornmission is tested for commercial 

I 84 use at volumes that would result in a market without UNE-P i s  of 
1x5 
I K6 
I X7 
I XX 
I x9 

190 
191 
I 92 

193 
I 94 
I95 

critical importance. Likewise, the performance mctrics and 
penalties that will govern the proccss over time are of equal 
importance. 

Testing and Monitoring 

(5) In simplest terms, in its l'rienniai Xei*iacp Order the FCC found 
that CLECs should be BII~wLYI to continue purchasing and using 
UNE-P, because important obstaclw existed with respect to their 
ability 14) use their own facilitics to serve thc mass market. 
Primary amongst those obstacles was the hot cut PN>CWS that 

I96 would he requircd to chmgc a customw trom one network to 
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another abscnt UNE-P. The FCT found that the hot cut process 
was time consuming, had a high probability of crror (and hence, 
increased the numbtr o f  service impacting problcms). that it was 
cxpensivc and ultimatcly, that it was not scalable to mcwt the ncxvls 
of a compctitive marketplace the size of that cretitcd via UNE-P. 
Having come to that conclusion, the FCC tasked state commissions 
with improving the hot cut process to overcome these problems. In 
fulfilling that tusk, this Commission should keep squarely in mind 
that thc hot cut process and thc UNE-P provisioning p n ~ t s s  (and 
Qwest’s retail provisioning procws) arc all meant to accomplish 
exactly the same task: Le., connect the customer’s loop to the 
switch that will provide it local servicc, and that that pr twss 
cannot he said cven to “exist” until it has been developcul, tested, 
and is in usc by CLECs. As such, if u facilities-based service 
modcl like UNE-L is ever to achieve the type of competitive entry 
achieved via UNE-P (or if it is to he an cfftctive mannw of 
compcting with Qwest’s retail services), the hot cut process must 
be as timely, reliable, scalable and economically viable as both thc 
CINE-P provisioning pn)cess, and Qwrst’s rctail provisioning 
process. As such. while Qwest will undoubtedly tout the many 
improvements it hau made to its existing hot cut process, the 
Commission must r&st evaluating Qwest on how far it has come 
in improving a relatively poor process, hut instead, keep its eye on 
how far Qwest must still go to reach either of these benchmarks. 
In doing so, the Commission should always ask itself the following 
qucstions when evaluating Qwmt’s improved process: Will thc 
improvcd hot cut pn>cess work as etkcqivcly as either the LINE-P 
provisioning process or Qwest’s retail provisioning proccss’? Will 
it  be as timely‘? Will it be as reliable? Will it be tis scalable‘! Will 
i t  bc as economically viable’! Unless the answer to cach of these 
questions is “Yes,” in MCl’s opinion, the improvement process is 
incomplete. 

IV. B-,xc-H HOT C U T  REoUlREMENTs 

WHAT IS A “HOT CUT” AND WHY ARE HOT CUTS SO IMPORTANT 
RELATIVE TO THE FCC’S TRIENNIAL REVIEW ORDER? 

At footnote I409 of its Triennial Kevivw Order (1465). the FCC dcscribcs the hot 

cut proccss as it is currently acwrnplishcd by I LEC’s in today’s environment: 

1404.. .a hot cut is a largely manual process requiring incumbent 
LEC technicians to manually disconnect the  customer’s loop, 
which was hardwired to the incurnbcnt LEC switch, and physically 
re-wire it to the compctitive LEC switch, while simultaneously 
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Rebuttal Testimony of Teresa K. Million 
Case No. 03-00403-UT and 03-00404-UT 

February 17.2004 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose of Testimony 

The purpose of my testimony is to address issues raised in the direct testimonies of Mr. 
Timothy Gates and Ms. Sheny Lichtenbcrg on behalf of MCI, Mr. Robert Falcone on 
behalf of AT&T, and Mr. Michael Zulevic on behalf of Covad regarding the appropriate 
estimated costs for the Batch Hot Cut (“BHC”) installation option. First, I rebut the 
CLEC contention that the Commission should consider costs in a separate proceeding, 
and explain why costs must be addressed in the present docket. Second, I discuss the 
types of loops that should be included in the BHC proms, and explain why new and 
IDLC loops should not be included. Third, I explain how technology should be 
considered in a TELRIC study, and demonstrate that Electronic Loop Provisioning 
(“ELP”) and MCl’s version of GR-303 technology should not be considered in a 
TELRIC study. Fourth, I explain why BHC costs arc not comparable to UNE-P or retail 
nonrecumng costs, as claimed by the CLECs. Fifth, I discuss Operational Support 
Systems (“OSS”) costs, and how they should be considered by the Commission. Finally, 
1 address the CLEC’s claims regarding BHC volumes. 

Recommendation 

The Commission should accept the TELRIC study filed by @est as the cost basis for the 
BHC installation nonrecurring price. 
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New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 03-00403-UT and Case No. 03-00404-UT 

Rebuttal Testimony of Dennis Pappas and Robert Weinstein 
February 17,2004 

Page 4 of IO 
I Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR RESPONSE TESTIMONY? 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

A. The purpose of my response testimony is to adopt, in its entirety, the Direct 

Testimony of Lynn Notarianni and the attached exhibits, filed on January 23,2004. 

In this testimony, Dennis Pappas and I are responding to the direct testimony on the 

Batch Hot Cut Process (“BHCP”) of Robert V. Falcone on behalf of AT&T 

Communications, Tim Gates and Sherry Lichtenberg, jointly on behalf of 

Worldcorn, Inc. (MCI), and Michael Zulevic, on behalf of Covad Communications. 

8 11. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND ORGANIZATION OF TESTIMONY 

9 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THIS TESTIMONY. 

10 A. 

11  

12 

In our opening testimony, we described how Qwest worked with the CLECs 

during the Batch Hot Cut Forum tu reach ageememt on the broad outlines of a 

new, region-wide process for performing large quantities of hot cuts in the same 

13 central office simultaneously and efficiently. We described how west is 

14 

15 

16 

17 

streamlining its loop-by-loop hot cut procedures. developing new automated 

scheduling and notification tools at the CLECs’ request, and working with the 

CLECs to eliminate &he redundant steps currently made necessary by the CLEW 

own failures to be ready on the day of cut. We also described the substantial 

18 benefits that CLECs will realize as a result of these improvements: they will be 

19 able to migrate significantly larger volumes of UNE-P lines to stand-alone 

20 unbundled loops at the same time, and during off-hours whm their customers’ 
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New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 
Case No. 03-00403-UT and Case No. 03-00404-UT 

Rebuttal Testimony of Dennis Pappas and Robert Wcinstein 
February 17,2004 

Page 5 of 10 
lines are unlikely to be in use; they will receive a fixed (and short) provisioning 

interval for these large-scale migrations for the first time; they will have access to 

electronic tools that eliminate much of the need for coordination and back-and- 

forth communication with Qwcst; and in virtually all states they will pay less for a 

qualifying hot cut than they do today. 

In their testimony, the CLECs flat-out declare that all of this work is 

irrelevant, and that no matter what improvements Qwest adopts or evcn could 

adopt, it will not be enough to eliminate mass-market impairment. AT&T’s witness 

says outright that there is no possible batch hot cut process @est could employ - 

not even the very process envisioned by the FCC - that AT&T would find 

sufficient.’ AT&T therefore siniply ignores the FCC’s instructions for this docket 

and instead advocates a pie-in-the-sky electronic loop provisioning proposal that the 

Triennial Review Order explicitly rejected. MCI likewise suggests that any batch 

hot cut process the Commission could adopt in response to the FCC’s instructions 

would simply be an interim “Transition” measure that could not eliminate 

impairment until it is replaced by an clectronic “Mass Market” process’ - again, 

notwithstanding the FCC’s rejection of such a process. AT&T’s and MCI’s 

insistence that there is nothing Qwest can do within the four corners of the 

Tricnniul Rcview Order to eliminate impaiment highlights that their real interest 

See Falcone Direct at 35:14-21; id. at 55:10-13 (“Even the best manual proccs.ses that could be I 

operationalized today. including batch migration pmcwser, c a m 1  satisfy the requirements needed to 
eliminate the CLECs’ operational impairment in artemping to compete for mass-market cu%tomers.”). 

GatedLichtenberg Direct at 11332-12:355. ? 
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New Mexico Puhlic Regulation Commission 
Case No. 03-00403-IJT and Case No. 03-00404-UT 

Rebuttal Testimony of Dennis Pappas and Robert Weinstein 
February 17,2004 

Page 6 of 10 
1 

2 

lies in preserving IJNE-P for as long as possible, not in developing a workable 

batch hot cut process, and their evaluations of Qwest’s proposed process should be 

3 understood accordingly. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

I O  

I I  

12 

With respect to the particular impasse issues arising from the Batch Hot Cut 

Forum, the list started off narrow and has become even narrower. The CLECs have 

decided not to pursue a numbtr of impasse issues in testimony, and Qwest has 

agreed to remove others by adopting the CLECs’ suggestions. Still other impasse 

issues, related to particular OSS changes that CLECs wanted, have become moot as 

a result of the normal operation ofthe Change Management Process (which is 

where these issues belonged in the first place). As for the issues remaining at 

impasse, the CLECs have, for thc most part. simply asserted their positions witliout 

any evidentiary support at all. This testimony addresses each such issue in tun). 

I3 111. IMPASSE ISSUES 

14 A. IMPASSE ISSUEF-3A (SCHEDULING BATCH HOT CUTS A_T 

IS ANY TIME OF THE DAY) 

16 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE P-3A AGAIN. 

1 7 

18 

19 

A. @est has proposed perfonning batch hot cuts from 3:OO AM to 1 1 :OO AM, 

scheduling all lifts and lays at the beginning of that window where possible, 

followed by the prewiring for subsequent days’ lifts and lays. Both the lifts and 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Q- 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I. OUALIFICATIONS 

ARE YOU THE SAME MICHAEL ZULEVlC THAT FILED DIRECT 

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF COVAD ON JANUARY 23,20041 

Yes I am. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the testimony of Qwest witness 

Dennis Pappas, and to correct certain factually inaccurate assumptions and 

conclusions contained in his testimony. In so doing, my testimony will also 

highlight the fact that it is imperative that Qwest’s batch hot cut (‘bBHC”) process 

include all of the data migration scenarios 1 discussed in my Direct Testimony as 

well as in this Rebuttal Testimony. 

MR. PAPPAS STATES THAT THE INCLUSION OF DATA IN THE BHC 

PROCESS WILL MAKE THAT PROCESS TOO COMPLICATED. DO 

YOU AGREE? 

I couldn’t disagree more strongly with Qwest’s position that data should not be 

included in the BHC process. As I discussed in my Direct Testimony. the delivery 

of bundled voice and data services is the key to competition and success in the 

telecommunications market. Coincidentally, I was reading a February 5 ,  2004, 

article from Forbes.com, “Telecom’s Bundles of Joy,” 

(http://www.forbes.com/2004/O~OS/cx_a1_0205satellite~nn~.html) in which one 

analyst was quoted as saying that ‘‘bundles are big winners with customers.” Mom 

importantly, though, another analyst made clear that “for the bundle to succeed. it 

must appear seamless to the customer.” See Exhibit MZ-1 . That is exactly the 

point that I wanted to make in my Direct Testimony - in order for competitors to 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Q. 

9 

IO 

I I  

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

even have a shot at actually being competitive in the current telecommunications 

marketplace, they must be able to provide smoothly, and without disruption. a 

bundled voice and data service to new and existing customers. Without including 

data in the BHC process, competitors will be deprived of the ability to seamlessly 

and correctly provision or migrate service to their customers. The only winner in 

that scenario is Qwest, which is probably why it’s refusing to include data in the 

BHC process. 

QWEST CLAlMS THAT THE BHC PROCESS SHOULD ONLY INCLUDE 

VOICE CUSTOMERS BECAUSE THE FCC ONLY DlSCUSSED VOlCE 

CUSTOMERS IN CONNECTION WITH THE BHC ISSUE. DO YOU 

AGREE? 

Neither Mr. Pappas nor I are FCC commissioners, so I really don’t think that Mr. 

Pappas - or myself, for that matter -- can state fairly or authoritatively what the 

FCC meant by some portion of the TRO. Setting that aside, I just don’t think that 

the TRO states what Qwest wants it to state. 

First, we can all pick and choose our favored excerpts from the TRO. But. 

regardless of wbere I look in the TRO, 1 do not see any specific exclusion of data 

from the BHC process. To the contrary, I see any number of references by the 

FCC to the establishment of a process that i s  efficient in cutting over loops from 

one switch to another, no more and no less. For instance, in the Triennial Review 

Order (“TRO”) at Footnote 1574. when discussing the need to review the I LECs 

BHC processes, the FCC states that ‘‘this review is necessary to ensure that 

customer loops can be transferred fmm the incumbent LEC main distribution 

frame to a competitive LEC collocation as promptly and efficiently as incumbent 
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I 

2 Q. 

3 A. 

4 Q- 
5 A. 

6 

7 

8 Q- 

9 

10 A. 

I 1  

12 

13 Q. 

14 A. 

IS 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

1. INTRODUCTION 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD. 

My name is Robcrl V.  Palcone 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am a self-employed telecommunications and management consultant retained by 

AT&T to assist with its efforts on the Triennial Review Order (“TRO”) hearings 

in thc states. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN CONNECTION 

WITH THIS PROCEEDING? 

Yes. On January 23,2004.1 riled direct testimony on Qwest’s hot cut and batch 

migration process. Additionally on February 16,2004, I filed direct testimony on 

the hot cut process in  gcneral and on nctwork architecturc. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE Oli YOUK TFS’I‘IMONY? 

My testimony responds to the testimony filed on January 23,2004, by Qwest 

witnesses Dennis Pappas, Lynn Notarianni. Teresa K. Million and Lorraine 

Barrick.’ 

HHIEFLY DESCRlBE W H A I  THE TESTIMONY OF EACH OF THFSE 

WITNESSES ADDRESSED. 

Mr. Poppas and Ms. Notarianni, who filed joint testimony, describc the currcnt 

hot cut proccss, Qwest’s proposed batch hot cut process (“BHC”) and the 

’ Ms. Barrick’s icstimny and her wprt arc nttachcd io Mi. Papp~s and Ms. Notnrianni’s joint testimony as 
Exhibit DP-25. 
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Operational Support Systems (“OSS”), both existing ilnd planned, that are 

associated with these processes. I will refer to this piece of testimony as the ‘:joint 

testimony.” Ms. Million’s testimony discusses the cost study used to support 

Qwcst’s batch hot cut rates and thc hot cut volumes Qwest estimates it will race 

based on a finding of non-impairment by this Commission. Finally. the testimony 

of Ms. Barrick, who is consultant working with Hitachi Consulting, discusses the 

review and test of Qwest’s proposcd batch hot cut process that was conducted by 

Hi tach i . 

9 Q. WILL YOU BE ADDRESSING ALL ASPECTS OF THE TESTIMONY OF 

10 THE THREE QWEST WITNESSES? 

I I A. 

12 

13 Arlcen M. Starr. 

No. I will not be addressing the cost study details found in the testimony of Ms. 

Million. This section of her testimony will &e addressed by AT&T wirncss 

14 Q. HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY OHCANIZED? 

IS A. 

16 

17 

18 

I9 

20 scction. 

Gcnemlly, I have broken my tcstimony down by witness and subject category. In 

Section I I  of my tcstirnony I will address Qwest joint testimony; in section 111 I 

will address the testimony of Qwest witness Million. and in Section IV I will 

address the testimony of Ms. Banick. Thcre are times however that i t  will be 

neccssary to discuss thc testimony of multiple Qwcst witnesses in the samc 

21 
22 

11. QWEST’S JOINT TESTIMONY ON THE HOT CUT 
PROCESS AND OSS 
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5 

6 
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8 
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IO 

i l  

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL IMPKESSION OF QWEST’S JOINT 

TES’IIMONY ON THE BATCH HOT CUT (BHC) PROCESS? 

The Qwest witnesses seem to jump to the conclusion that simply because “Qwest 

and the CLECs were able to reach agreement on the bmad outlines ofa new BHC 

process and most of thc operdtional clelnils”’ that Qwest’s proposed BHC process 

has eliminated the operational impairment associated with migrating customers 

from one local carrier to another local carrier using the manually intensive hot cut 

process. As demonstrated in my direct teslimony. and as I will demonstrate in 

this tcstimony, this is not the c;Lse at all. Agrccments by the cornpetitivc local 

exchange carriers (“CLECs”) to changes of a process that was, and continues to 

be, a labor intensive manual process does not permit Qwest to take the quantum 

lcap that its proposed process has climinated thc operational and economic 

barriers to compctition associated with the hot cut process. 

WHY M) YOU SfATE THAT QWEST’S PROPOSED PROCESS DOES 

NOT ELIMINATE ANY OP THE ECONOMIC OR OPERATIONAL 

BARRIERS THAT WERE RECOGNIZED BY THE FEDERAL 

COMMUNICATIONS COM MlSS 1 ON? 

The Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) envisioned a timely, 

seamless, low cost process that would allow CLECs to economically serve a 

markci that is charicterized by low margins.3 As I will demonstrate. Qwest’s 

BHC pmposal accomplishes none of thcsc objectives. 

Qwcst joint tcstimnny at IO. 
7RO. 423.474 and 488. 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

consider this test us a baby step in the right direction and order Qwcst to perform 

;I meaningful test of its process once it is fully devcioped and available for such a 

test. Additionally, this test shoiild Ix onc that is fully dcsigned and exccuted by 

an independent third party and not by Qwcst. 

5 Q. 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUH ‘I’b~STlMONY. 

The BHC proccss being proposed by Qwest docs not meet any of the timeliness, 

searnlcssness or low cost objcctivcs Ihc FCC intended i l  to achieve. In addition. 

there remain numerous unresolved flaws with the process which make it all the 

morc likely that CLECs will not use it  for the migration of mass market 

customers. Additionally, Qwest ha!! obviously given very little thought and cfforl 

to a methodology it  can use to accurately assess future hot cut volumes or to a 

mcthod with which a true test ol’the capabilities of its proposed BHC process can 

he conducted. As a result of all of thesc shortcomings, this Commission should 

not approve. the proccss being put forth by Qwcst and should order i t  to go back to 

work with the CLEC community on a process that will satisfy the objectives that 

thc FCC sct out. 

17 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUH TESTIMONY? 

18 A. Yesitdoes. 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

and capital budgets. From 1986 to 1990, I held various positions in the Financial 

Regulatory Department in Chicago. My responsibilities included intrastatc 

financial analysis and providing rcports and datu to the regulatory commissions in 

the Central Region. From 1992 to 1906. I workcd in the product equipment 

business, with financial responsibilities in the product managcment, sales, and 

service areas. 1 assumed my curcent rcsponsibilities in May of 19%. 

7 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

8 A. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

The purpose of my tcstimony is to comment on the Qwest proposed batch hot cut 

nonrecurring chargcs (“NRCs”), provide the Commission with an analysis of thc 

Qwest cost studies filed in support of thc proposed NRCs and providc AT&T’s 

rccommendation on the appropriatc rates for the Qwest proposed hatch hot cut 

process. Generally, Qwest’s cost study includes unnecessary steps, redundant 

uctivitics, excessive time estimates which should be reduccd, an inappropriate 

level of flow through and overstated annuid cost factors. Thc rcsult of thc 

problcms identificd in Qwest’s bitch hot cut cost study is that thc proposed rate 

for each state is significantly overstated. 

17 11. COST ANALYSIS OF THE OWEST PROPOSED BATCH 
18 HOT CUT PROCFSS 

IO A. Qwest Proposed Rates 

20 Q. 

21 

WHAT INFORMATION HAS QWFST FILED IN SUPPOHT OF ITS 

PROPOSED BATCH HOT CU1’ KATE? 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I I  

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

u. 
A. 

u. 
A. 

bitch, thus reducing the likelihood of a supplemental order. Qwest's probabilities 

that a supplemental order or a throw back will be required appear to be overstated. 

adding unncccssary costs to the batch hot cut NRC. Qwest simply has not 

provided a sufficient basis for thc probabilities. 

111. SUMMARY ANI) CONCIIUSION 

YI,EASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS. 

Qwest's proposed batch hot cut rates as filed should not be approved; this 

includes Qwest's attempt to recover its unsubstantiated OSS costs for the batch 

hot cut process. The commission should q u i l t  Qwest to providc adcquate 

supporting documentalion and make appropriate adjustmenls to the batch hot cut 

costs as outlined in my testimony to establish a TELRIC-based rate. This is 

necessary in order to comply with the FCC dircctive of reducing per-line costs or 

providing volume discounts in order to allow competitive entry via facilities 

based competition for the miiss market. Without such adjustments any attempt at 

compctiiion via UNE loops to serve the m a s  market will fail. or worse yet, 

competitors will not even attempt to serve the mass market. leaving customm 

with no competitive alternative. If the Commission believes it must adopt some 

ratc as part of this proceeding, any rate it adopts should bc interim subject to true 

up until the Commission can spcnd sufficient time to rcvicw Qwcst's cost studies 

and adopt a permanent rate. 

DOES 1"IS CONCLUDE YOUR TWI'IMONY? 

Y C S .  
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I 
2 

3 Q. 
4 
5 
6 A. 

7 

8 Q. 
9 

IO A. 

1 1  Q. 
12 

13 
14 A. 

1s  
16 
17 Q. 

18 A. 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
21 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

34 

35 

1. INTRODUCTION 

MS. LICHTENBERG, PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION 
AND EMPLOYER FOR THE RECORD. 

My name is Sherry Lichtenherg. I am currently employed by MCI as Senior 

Manager, Operational Support Systems Interfaces and Facilities Development. 

M R  GATES, PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION AND 
EMPLOYER FOR THE RECORD. 

My name is Timothy J Gates. I am a Senior Vice President with QSI Consulting. 

ARE YOU THE SAME MS. LlCHTENBERG AND MR. GATES WHO 
FILED DlRECT TESTIMONY IS THIS PROCEEDING? 

Yes. 

11. PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of our rebuttal testimony is fourfold: 

(1 )  We describe the FCC requirements for batch hot cut ("BHC") rates 
and show that Qwest's rates arc cxcessive; 

(2) Wc address the testimony of the Qwest witnesses and show that their 
claims are unsupported and that Qwest's batch hot cut proposal is 
insufficient to remove the finding of impairment, 

(3) We recommend changes to Qwest's proposal that would permit the 
removal of thc impairment finding under certain circumstances that we 
identify; and 

(4) We rccalculilte the ratcs for the per loop install BHC process using 
more reasonable assumptions. 

Mr. Gates will also focus on the Qwest cost studies and making 

adjustments to thosc studies such that the resulting r a t s  are compIiant with 

TELRIC principles. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF SHERRY LICHTENBERG AND TIMOTHY GATES m p ~ c  
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36 

37 
38 
39 Q. 

40 A. 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
4b 
47 
48 
49 

50 
5 1  
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 

67 

68 Q. 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 A, 

74 

111. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSlONS 

CAN YOU BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR PRIMARY CONCLUSIONS? 

Yes. Our primary conclusions can be categorized and summarized as follows: 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

YOU 

MCI is pleased that Qwest that agreed to implement several of the CLEC 
suggestions emanating from the BHC Forum. The Commission must note, 
however, that these are agreements only and that the BHC process does 
not yet exist until the software is developed, installed and tested under 
commercial volumes; 

Qwest inappropriately includes the cost of disconnecting a customer in its 
cost study. If  Qwest is allowed to iimposc such chargcs on CLECs. then 
CLECs musl be allowcd to impose thosc same charges on Qwest; 

Qwest inappropriately includes system enhancement costs in its 
calculation of nonrecurring costs and rates; 

Qwest fails to incorporate the cfficiencies of available technologies in its 
cost studies and thereby overstates the cost o f  converting a UNE-P 
customer to UNE-Loop architecture; 

We recalculate the per loop ratcs based on TELRIC compliant 
assumptions and costs; 

We recommend a competitively neutral funding mechanism to allow 
Qwest lo purchase and deploy the most eficient frame automation 
(cchnolugics (hi11 will trltiinalcly allow loop portability suficicnt to 
encourngc cffcctive compctilion in  thc absence of unbundled local 
s w ilchi ng ( "ULS"). 

1V. BATCH HOT CUT PROCESS 

MENTIONED THAT MCI 1s PLEASED WITH OWEST'S 
AGREEMENTS TO MODIFY THE PROPOSED PROCESS. k THAT 
AGREEMENT SUFFICIENT TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE 
FCC? 

No. At 1460 of the Triennial Review Order the FCC provided the following 

direction to Ihc states: 
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REBUT?’AL TESTIMONY OF 
MICHAEL S. RlPPERGER 

CASE NOS. 03-00403-UT and 03-00404-UT 

1 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOURTESTIMONY? 

2 A. My testimony responds to the Prcparcd Direct Testimonies filed by Qwest 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Corporation, Inc. (Qwest) witnesses Dennis Pappas, Lynn Notarianni, and Teresa 

K. Million; the Joint Direct Testimonies of Sherry Lichtenberg and Timothy J. 

Gates of Worldcom, Inc. (MC‘I); the Direct Testimony of Robert V. Falcone of 

AT&T Communications (AT&T); and the Direct Testimony of Michael Zulevic 

7 

8 

9 

of Covad Communications Company (Covad) regarding the Batch Hot Cut 

Process (BHCP) in this case filed on January 23,2004. 

10 Q. 

11 

12 CASE? 

WHY HAS STAFF CHOSEN NOT TO FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY WITH 

REGARD TO THE PROPOSED BATCH HOT CUT PROCESS IN THIS 

13 A. 

14 

Staff believed its testimony would be most useful after the parties brought forth 

the issues relevant to them in order for Staff to better evaluate these issues and 

15 

16 

17 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE STAFF’S RECOMMENDATiONS IN THIS CASE. 

18 A. Because Qwest’s proposed Batch Hot Cut procesS has not been completely 

develop its position regarding these issues. 

19 

20 

designed, implemented or approved by the Commission, Staff recommends that 

the Commission set interim rates for any Batch Hot Cut Process it approves 

21 subject to a permanent rate proceeding based on the Commission’s determinations 

22 regarding TELRIC based rates. Staff also recommends that any changes to 
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